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COMPARISON WITH BUDGET RESOLUTION

Section 308(a)(1)(A) of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), as amended, re-
quires that the report accompanying a bill providing new budget
authority contain a Statement detailing how the authority com-
pares with the reports submitted under section 302 of the Act for
the most recently agreed to concurrent resolution on the budget for
the fiscal year. This information follows:

[In millions of dollars]

Sec. 302(b) This bill—
Discretionary Mandatory Discretionary Mandatory
Budget authority $18,941 59 $18,941 59
Outlays 17,768 77 17,767 77

The allocation for fiscal year 2002 includes $1,320,000,000 in dis-
cretionary budget authority for conservation spending pursuant to
Section 251(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985, as amended, and $1,033,000,000 in outlays.

SUMMARY OF THE BILL

The Committee has conducted hearings on the programs and
projects provided for in the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations bill for 2002. The hearings are contained in 10 published
volumes totaling nearly 10,000 pages.

During the course of the hearings, testimony was taken at 10
hearings on 9 days, not only from agencies which come under the
jurisdiction of the Interior Subcommittee, but also from Members
of Congress, and, in written form, from State and local government
officials, and private citizens.
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The bill that is recommended for fiscal year 2002 has been devel-
oped after careful consideration of all the facts and details avail-
able to the Committee.

BUDGET AUTHORITY RECOMMENDED IN BILL BY TITLE

Committee bill com-

Budget estimates, fiscal Committee bill, fiscal pared with budget esti-

Activity

year 2002 year 2002 mates
Title I, Department of the Interior: New Budget
(obligational) QuUthOrty .......c.oooeerreeerereeeeerieees $9,167,124,000 $9,420,563,000 +$253,439,000
Title 1I, related agencies: New Budget (obligational)
authority 8,905,511,000 9,443,292,000 +537,781,000
Grand total, New Budget (obligational) au-
thority 18,072,635,000 18,863,855,000 +791,220,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES

In addition to the amounts in the accompanying bill, which are
reflected in the table above, permanent legislation authorizes the
continuation of certain government activities without consideration
by the Congress during the annual appropriations process.

Details of these activities are listed in tables at the end of this
report. In fiscal year 2001, these activities are estimated to total
$3,384,125,000. The estimate for fiscal year 2002 is $3,584,842,000.

The following table reflects the total budget (obligational) author-
ity contained both in this bill and in permanent appropriations for
fiscal years 2001 and 2002.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES TOTAL BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL
YEARS 2001-2002

Item Fiscal year 2001 Fiscal year 2002 Change
Interior and related agencies appropriations bill $18,778,020,000 $18,863,855,000 +$85,835,000
Permanent appropriations, Federal funds 2,730,907,000 2,887,099,000 +156,192,000
Permanent appropriations, trust funds ... 653,173,000 697,743,000 +44,570,000
Total budget authority ..o 22,162,100,000 22,448,697,000 +286,597,000

REVENUE GENERATED BY AGENCIES IN BILL

The following tabulation indicates total new obligational author-
ity to date for fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and the amount rec-
ommended in the bill for fiscal year 2002. It compares receipts gen-
erated by activities in this bill on an actual basis for fiscal year
2000 and on an estimated basis for fiscal years 2001 and 2002. The
programs in this bill are estimated to generate $10.2 billion in rev-
enues for the Federal Government in fiscal year 2002. Therefore,
the expenditures in this bill will contribute to economic stability
rather than inflation.

Fiscal year—
Item
2000 2001 2002
New obligational authority $14,911,650,000 $18,778,020,000 $18,863,855,000
Receipts:
Department of the Interior .......ccooveveeevicererieirennnes 8,996,349,000 11,080,199,000 9,579,875,000

Forest Service 474,947,000 634,331,000 619,731,000




Fiscal year—
2000 2001 2002

Item

Naval Petroleum RESEIVES ........ccooveveveeeeeerecerreieieane 9,540,000 7,836,000 6,824,000

Total receipts 9,480,836,000 11,722,366,000 10,206,430,000

APPLICATION OF GENERAL REDUCTIONS

The level at which sequestration reductions shall be taken pursu-
ant to the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, if such reductions are required in fiscal year 2002, is defined
by the Committee as follows:

As provided for by section 256(1)(2) of Public Law 99-177, as
amended, and for the purpose of a Presidential Order issued pursu-
ant to section 254 of said Act, the term “program, project, and ac-
tivity” for items under the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Sub-
committees on the Department of the Interior and Related Agen-
cies of the House of Representatives and the Senate is defined as
(1) any item specifically identified in tables or written material set
forth in the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, or
accompanying committee reports or the conference report and ac-
companying joint explanatory Statement of the managers of the
committee of conference; (2) any Government-owned or Govern-
ment-operated facility; and (3) management units, such as National
parks, National forests, fish hatcheries, wildlife refuges, research
units, regional, State and other administrative units and the like,
for which funds are provided in fiscal year 2002.

The Committee emphasizes that any item for which a specific
dollar amount is mentioned in any accompanying report, including
all increases over the budget estimate approved by the Committee,
shall be subject to a percentage reduction no greater or less than
the percentage reduction applied to all domestic discretionary ac-
counts.

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

hClause 3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the House of Representatives states
that:

Each report of a committee on a bill or joint resolution of a public
character, shall include a statement citing the specific powers
granted to the Congress in the Constitution to enact the law pro-
posed by the bill or joint resolution.

The Committee on Appropriations bases its authority to report
this legislation from Clause 7 of Section 9 of Article I of the Con-
stitution of the United States of America which states: “No money
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of Appropria-
tions made by law. . . .”

Appropriations contained in this Act are made pursuant to this
specific power granted by the Constitution.

ALLOCATING CONGRESSIONAL FUNDING PRIORITIES

The Committee is concerned that the agencies funded by this Act
are not following a standard methodology for allocating appro-
priated funds to the field where Congressional funding priorities
are concerned. When Congressional instructions are provided, the
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Committee expects these instructions to be closely monitored and
followed. In the future, the Committee directs that earmarks for
Congressional funding priorities be first allocated to the receiving
units, and then all remaining funds should be allocated to the field
based on established procedures. Field units or programs should
not have their allocations reduced because of earmarks for Con-
gressional priorities without direction from or advance approval of
the Committee.

CONSERVATION INITIATIVE

The Committee has continued the conservation initiative started
in title VIII of the fiscal year 2001 Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act. The table below includes funding information
for that initiative. Continuing its commitment to this important
initiative, the Committee has recommended a total of
$1,320,000,000 for fiscal year 2002. This amount is equal to the
maximum amount available for appropriation through the Interior
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2002.

The Committee has followed the spirit of the Administration’s re-
quest that funds for critical State efforts be expanded and that
funding be provided for State and private landowner efforts for en-
dangered species and natural resource protection. The Committee
has recommended $154,000,000 for State grants for recreation pur-
poses through the National Park Service, to be distributed via the
same formula as in the past, and $100,000,000 for State wildlife
grants through the Fish and Wildlife Service. The State wildlife
grants will be distributed to States through a formula that is based
30 percent on land area and 70 percent on population. There is also
a new $5,000,000 Tribal grant program to provide wildlife grants
to Indian Tribes on a competitive basis.

The Committee has also provided $50,000,000 for a new land-
owner incentive program and $10,000,000 for a new stewardship
grant program, as proposed by the Administration but has funded
those programs in two new accounts under the Fish and Wildlife
Service rather than through the land acquisition account. The
Committee also has reinstated the Stewardship Incentive Program
in the Forest Service at the $8,000,000 level for fiscal year 2002.

Federal land acquisition is funded at the full amount requested
by the Administration. Funds have been restored or increased
above the fiscal year 2001 level for payments in lieu of taxes, North
American wetlands conservation, urban parks, youth conservation
corps programs, and infrastructure improvements on public lands.
Funding is also recommended for a newly authorized program to
ensure neotropical migratory bird conservation in the United
States, Latin America, and the Caribbean. There is a 3 to 1 match-
ing requirement for non-Federal funds associated with this new
program.

Historic preservation programs are recommended at $77,000,000,
including $30,000,000 to continue the Save America’s Treasures
program and $5,000,000 to establish a National Trust Historic
Sites Fund.



SUMMARY OF THE CONSERVATION SPENDING CATEGORY

[Thousands of dollars]

FY 2001 enacted FY 2002 Pres. budget
- o 2002 Rec-
Subcategory/appropriation account Interior bill Interior bill " ommendation
title I”& title yiste VII-LWCF Total Non-LWCF LWCF Total
Federal, State and Other LWCF Programs:
Federal Land Acquisition:
BLM Federal $31,032 $16,233 $47,265 $47,686 $47,686 $47,686

FWS Federal 62,662 58,526 121,188 104,401 104,401 104,401
NPS Federal 69,886 54,954 124,840 107,036 107,036 107,036
FS Federal 101,980 48,892 150,872 130,877 130,877 130,877
Subtotal, Federal Land Acquisition 265,560 178,605 A44165 s 390,000 390,000 390,000
Stateside Grants (Recreation and Wildlife) 40,411 49,890 90,301 oo 450,000 450,000 oo
NPS Stateside* 154,000
FWS State Wildlife Grants 100,000
Tribal Grants 5,000
FWS Incentive Grant Programs 60,000 60,000 60,000
Subtotal, State and Other Grants 319,000
Total LWCF 305,971 228,495 534,466 900,000 900,000 709,000
State and Other Conservation Programs:
FWS State Wildlife Grants (see above) 49,890 49,890
FWS Coop. Endangered Species Conservation 26,866 77,828 104,694 54,694 54,694 107,000
FWS North American Wetlands Conservation 19,956 19,956 39,912 14912 14,912 45,000
FWS Neotropical Migratory Birds 5,000
USGS State Planning Partnerships 4,989 19,956 24,945 25,000
FS, Forest Legacy 29,934 29,934 59,868 30,079 30,079 60,000
FS, Stewardship Incentives Program 8,000
FS, NFS Planning, Inventory, Monitoring 19,956 19,956

Subtotal 81,745 217,520 299,265 99,685 ..o 99,685 250,000




Urban and Historic Preservation Programs:

NPS Historic Preservation Fund*** 79,172 14,967 94,139 67,055 e 67,055 77,000
NPS Urban Parks and Recreation Recovery Grants 9,978 19,956 29,934 30,000
FS Urban and Community Forestry 31,651 3,991 35,642 31,804 31,804 36,000
BLM Youth Conservation Corps [1,000] [1,000] 1,000 1,000 1,000
FWS Youth Conservation Corps [1,000] [1,0001 2,000 2,000 2,000
NPS Youth Conservation Corps [2,000] [2,000] 2,000 2,000 2,000
FS Youth Conservation Corps [2,000] [2,000] 2,000 2,000 2,000
Subtotal 126,801 38,914 165,715 105,859 e 105,859 150,000
BLM Payments in Lieu of Taxes 149,670 49,890 49,890 50,000
FWS National Wildlife Refuge Fund 5,000
Subtotal [149,670] 49,890 49,890 55,000

Federal Infrastructure Improvement Programs:
BLM—Management of Lands & Resources 24,945 24,945 25,000 25,000 28,000
FWS—Resource Management 24,945 24,945 25,000 25,000 28,000
NPS—Construction 49,890 49,890 50,000 ... 50,000 50,000
FS—Capital Improvement and Maintenance 49,890 49,890 50,497 i 50,497 50,000
Subtotal 149,670 149,670 150,497 e 150,497 156,000
FS Total 165,565 152,663 318,228 114,380 130,877 245,257 286,877
DOI Total 348,952 531,826 880,778 241,661 769,123 1,010,784 1,033,123
Grand Total $514,517 $684,489  $1,199,066 $356,041 $900,000  $1,256,041  $1,320,000

*NPS Stateside Grants shall be dispersed using the current distribution formula; State Wildlife Grants using the 70% population, 30% land distribution formula.
**Note excludes $8.8 million of BLM land acq. funds from 2001 consolidated approp. Act; DOI scores GS funds in this category $10M higher than does OMB. OMB includes YCC funds in 2001 totals.
***(0f the $77 million provided, $30 million shall be used for Save America’s Treasures.
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ENERGY RESEARCH—RESPONDING TO THE NATIONAL ENERGY
PoLicy

The Committee welcomes the Administration’s National Energy
Policy. The recommendations from the Committee are responsive to
that policy. Indeed, the Committee has highlighted the need for a
comprehensive energy strategy at several hearings over the past
few years. The Committee is pleased that the Vice President’s task
force report recognizes the need to explore many different options
for addressing the energy needs of this country and for ensuring
that energy efficiencies and emissions reductions are achieved
worldwide.

This Committee’s recommendations include $1,796,680,000 for
energy programs, an increase of $294,000,000 above the budget re-
quest. The recommendations are a balanced approach to handling
both the supply and demand sides of the energy issue. Likewise,
there is a balance between research on technologies for traditional
and alternative fuels. We need both traditional fuels and alter-
native fuels and we need to find ways to use all fuels and tech-
nologies more efficiently and more cleanly.

The Committee has supported the President’s clean coal power
initiative and recommended large increases in funding for the
weatherization assistance program and for State energy grants.
The Committee also has recommended restoring most of the reduc-
tions proposed in the budget request for energy conservation re-
search and for research to improve fossil energy technologies. We
need to do all these things if we are to have a balanced and ration-
al national energy strategy.

The Committee agrees with the Administration that some pro-
grams have not been as productive as anticipated. In the past the
Committee has recommended the elimination of dozens of such pro-
grams in the energy area and will continue to do so in the future.
The nature of research is such that failures must be acknowledged
and not perpetuated in order to make room for new ideas and un-
anticipated breakthroughs in technologies.

Much of the funding in the Interior bill is intended to provide
seed money for new ideas. Once those ideas result in new tech-
nology and are adopted by industry, the Federal role is completed.
Too often in the past, the government has not terminated programs
that have not yielded results or has continued to participate in pro-
grams once they were market ready. Those mistakes should not be
repeated. Most energy innovations come about through the actions
of industry and small entrepreneurs and without Federal assist-
ance. It is not the job of the Federal government to pick “winners
and losers” in the energy area. The marketplace and the consumer
are the ultimate decision makers. The Federal role is an important
one but it should not extend beyond basic and applied research.
The Committee, in its recommendations, has attempted to main-
tain diversity of energy research and not cross the line into mar-
keting.

MAINTAINING AMERICA’S HERITAGE

Since fiscal year 1996, this Committee has made a commitment
to address the serious backlog maintenance needs of our public
lands, cultural agencies and Native American facilities. This effort
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has involved rehabilitation of existing facilities and new construc-
tion of visitor facilities in our National Parks, Wildlife Refuges, Na-
tional Forests, public lands, the Smithsonian Institution and the
National Gallery of Art. It has also meant new and replacement In-
dian schools, hospitals and clinics.

This commitment has resulted in over $1 billion in program in-
creases since 1996 in addition to the hundreds of millions of dollars
realized through the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program for
land management agencies. These funds are over and above the an-
nual funding through appropriations.

The Committee is very pleased to see that the Administration
has made reducing the maintenance backlog a high priority, par-
ticularly in our National Parks. In this bill alone, nearly $3 billion
is devoted to this effort.

Serious progress cannot be made in reducing the maintenance
backlog as well as addressing the equally important operational
shortfalls, unless we limit the creation of new units and programs
and hold the line on existing program expansions.

The Committee reminds the agencies that they have a critical
role in maintaining credible project data systems so that the high-
est priority needs are met and that progress can be accurately
measured over time. To date, many agencies have not done a good
job in this area and much improvement is needed.

RECREATION ON THE PUBLIC LANDS

Public participation in recreation programs funded in this bill is
an important and growing aspect of the land management agencies
under the jurisdiction of this Committee. These agencies are re-
sponsible for the National Parks managed by the National Park
Service, the National Wildlife Refuge System managed by the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Nation’s public lands
managed by the Bureau of Land Management, and our National
Forests and Grasslands managed by the Forest Service. It is a little
known fact that recreation in the National Forests exceeds that of
the National Parks. The Forest Service manages 192 million acres,
has over 220 million visits per year, and attracts 93 thousand vol-
unteers. By contrast the National Park Service manages 78 million
acres, has about 284 million visitors, and attracts 115 thousand
volunteers. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service manages 93 million
acres, has 35 million visitors annually and attracts 29 thousand
volunteers. The Bureau of Land Management has the largest land
base of the land management agencies with 264 million acres. BLM
has about 65 million visitors annually and attracts 17 thousand
volunteers. The Committee continues to place a high priority on
maintaining these recreation programs, ensuring that the Amer-
ican public has safe and uplifting experiences on the Nation’s pub-
lic lands. The Committee is grateful to all the volunteers who are
helping to make the public lands better places for the visiting pub-
lic and for generations to come.

RECREATIONAL FEE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM, PHASE II

The Committee recommends bill language in Title III (section
312) extending the recreational fee demonstration program for an
additional four years as requested by the Administration. The Com-
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mittee has added some minor modifications to facilitate implemen-
tation of this program. This program, begun in the fiscal year 1996
Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, allows the Na-
tional Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wild-
life Service, and Forest Service to charge certain fees for recreation
activities and retain most of the fees at the site to reduce the back-
log in deferred maintenance and enhance the visitor experience.
The program has been very successful. The Committee is generally
pleased with the implementation by the agencies. To date, the fee
program has raised over $650,000,000 to enhance recreation experi-
ences on America’s public lands. The Committee expects to see con-
tinuing changes and adjustments as the agencies make the fee pro-
gram more user friendly and efficient. The agencies need to use a
business-like approach, carefully listen to visitors, and make pro-
gram adjustments accordingly.

The Committee recommends the following changes to the rec-
reational fee demonstration to: (1) extend the program for four
years; (2) provide enhanced authority to give discounted or free ad-
mission in certain instances, such as for volunteers; (3) allow, be-
ginning in fiscal year 2003, certain short-term Forest Service recre-
ation special use fees to be included in the program in order to im-
prove service to outfitters and guides who aid visitors on the public
lands; (4) raise the number of sites each agency may include in the
program; and (5) limit the use of funds for capital construction to
$500,000 unless approval is obtained from the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations.

The Committee believes that the program will continue to benefit
from close Congressional monitoring. The Committee directs the
Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture to submit a joint, an-
nual accomplishment report by March 1 of each year so that this
information may be included during annual consideration of the
budget request. This requirement supersedes previous reporting re-
quirements established in earlier Committee reports.

The Committee is concerned that fee collection and administra-
tive costs may be too high in certain locations. The Secretaries
should strive to keep these costs to no more than 20 percent of fee
receipts and include a list in the annual report of sites that exceed
this threshold. The Committee expects the Secretaries to pursue in-
novative fee collection methodologies during this phase II, includ-
ing automated fee collection and, especially, interagency fee com-
patibility and cooperative fees with non-Federal entities such as
State parks. The Committee expects that the agencies will ensure
that any fees levied will be fair to all visitors, and shall consider
any fees paid by permittees on behalf of visitors in determining
such fairness. Agencies should not use the fee program to displace
existing permittees and concessionaires. For the Forest Service, the
Committee has included an additional $2,000,000 within the na-
tional forest system, recreation management activity to establish a
revolving fund to be used to make improvements at recreation fee
sites. Units will be able to borrow against this fund to improve
sites where fees are charged or proposed to be charged and then
repay the fund with subsequent fee receipts.
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REPROGRAMMING GUIDELINES

The Committee’s reprogramming guidelines were last published
in the House and Senate reports accompanying the FY 1998 Inte-
rior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act (H. Rep. 106-163, S.
Rep. 105-56). While the Committee does not propose any changes
to these guidelines, recent dealings with several agencies suggest
that the following clarifications are needed to prevent any future
misunderstandings regarding the applicability of reprogramming
procedures in certain situations.

Though a reprogramming is in part defined in the guidelines as
a reallocation of funds from one budget activity (or other applicable
level of detail) to another, the guidelines also state that any signifi-
cant departure from the program described in the agency’s budget
justifications shall be considered a reprogramming. This later por-
tion of the definition encompasses the reallocation of funds within
a budget activity, if such reallocation represents a “significant de-
parture” from the description provided in the relevant budget jus-
tification. In this regard, the Committee would view as a “signifi-
cant departure” any reallocation of funds within a budget activity
for programs or contracts involving out-year mortgages that are not
discussed in detail in the budget justification. Multi-year and no-
year funds do not lose their program identities when carried over
to subsequent years and a reprogramming is required if such carry-
3ver fuclllds are to be used for purposes other than those originally

irected.

INVASIVE SPECIES CONTROL ON PUBLIC LANDS

In the appropriation for Interior and Related Agencies for fiscal
year 2001, the Congress provided an increase of $8,000,000 for
invasive exotic species control for the Bureau of Land Management,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, the
U.S. Geological Survey, and the U.S. Forest Service. These bureaus
should report to the Committee by October 1, 2001, on the uses of
these funds, related proposals for fiscal year 2002, and the extent
to which site managers have been using native plants in their
wildland restoration and rehabilitation activities and landscaping.

IMPROVING INFORMATION ON THE NATION’S RANGELANDS

Rangelands comprise over 40 percent of the Nation’s land and
provide vital watershed and grazing land functions. Currently,
there is no coordinated inventory of these lands and yet, several
agencies in the various departments have responsibilities for dif-
fering aspects of rangeland inventory and assessment. The Com-
mittee directs the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the
Interior to jointly charter an interagency group to address range-
land assessment and monitoring issues at both local and national
scales. This group should include, as the Secretaries deem appro-
priate, representatives of the Forest Service and the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service in the USDA and the various bureaus
of the Department of the Interior. This group should coordinate
with respective professional societies including the Society for
Range Management and other citizen or non-governmental organi-
zations and industry groups. The Committee expects the Secre-
taries to prepare, within 9 months of enactment, a coordinated 10-
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year plan and budget identifying the cost of completing standard-
ized soil surveys and ecological classification on all rangelands for
use at local management levels. The Committee also expects the
Secretaries to devise a plan to determine standardized monitoring
and assessment methodologies and project costs that would be
needed to carry out a periodic National Cooperative Rangeland
Survey. Future budget justifications for these agencies should in-
clude information projecting budget and qualified personnel needs
to carry out rangeland assessment and monitoring at local and na-
tional levels on a continuing basis.

TITLE I—-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the multiple
use management, protection, and development of a full range of
natural resources, including minerals, timber, rangeland, fish and
wildlife habitat, and wilderness on about 264 million acres of the
Nation’s public lands and for management of 700 million additional
acres of Federally-owned subsurface mineral rights. The Bureau is
the second largest supplier of public outdoor recreation in the
Western United States.

Under the multiple-use and ecosystem management concept the
Bureau administers the grazing of approximately 4.3 million head
of livestock on some 164 million acres of public land ranges, and
manages over 47,000 wild horses and burros, some 264 million
acres of wildlife habitat, and over 117,000 miles of fisheries habi-
tat. Grazing receipts are estimated to be about $14 million in fiscal
year 2002, compared to an estimated $14 million in fiscal year
2001 and actual receipts of $14 million in fiscal year 2000. The Bu-
reau also administers about 4 million acres of commercial forest
lands through the “Management of lands and resources” and “Or-
egon and California grant lands” appropriations. Timber receipts
(including salvage) are estimated to be $61.6 million in fiscal year
2002 compared to estimated receipts of $54.6 million in fiscal year
2001 and actual receipts of $12.5 million in fiscal year 2000. The
Bureau has an active program of soil and watershed management
on 175 million acres in the lower 48 States and 92 million acres
in Alaska. Practices such as revegetation, protective fencing, and
water development are designed to conserve, enhance, and develop
public land, soil, and watershed resources. The Bureau is also re-
sponsible for fire protection on the public lands and on all Depart-
ment of the Interior managed lands in Alaska, and for the suppres-
sion of wildfires on the public lands in Alaska and the western
States.

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

Appropriation enacted, 2001 $750,250,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ..........cccoeeeeeiennnen. 760,312,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........ooooimviiiiiiieiiieeeee e 768,711,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2001 ........ccccceeviieiiiiiiienie e +18,461,000

Budget estimate, 2002 ..........ccoeeiieieiieeeeee e +8,399,000
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The Committee recommends $768,711,000 for management of
lands and resources, an increase of $8,399,000 above the budget re-
quest and $18,461,000 above the fiscal year 2001 enacted level.

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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Land resources.—The Committee recommends $179,046,000 for
land resources, an increase of $2,499,000 above the budget request
and a decrease of $12,680,000 below the 2001 enacted level, includ-
ing increases above the 2001 level of $3,328,000 for fixed costs,
$2,000 for the San Pedro Partnership for a total program level of
$1,000,000, $1,000,000 for a Natural Resource Challenge program
similar to the National Park Service program, and $195,000 for cul-
tural resources at risk, and decreases of $715,000 for management
reforms, $50,000 from the Sloan Canyon Petroglyphs management

lan, $15,193,000 in one-time emergency supplemental funding,
5499,000 from the Pacific Northwest grazing study, and $748,000
from Idaho State Department of Agriculture funds.

The Committee has provided an additional $1,000,000 to expand
the Bureau’s capacity for collection and use of natural resource in-
formation. The Committee directs that a competitive process be es-
tablished to allocate these funds, modeled after the National Park
Service’s natural resources challenge program. This new program
will help the Bureau deal with issues, such as habitat destruction,
non-native species, pollution, and the pressures caused by in-
creased visitation to the public lands. While these funds have been
placed in the range program, the Bureau may use this funding to
address projects under the land resources activity, including: soil,
water and air, riparian, botany, and forestry.

Wildlife and fisheries.—The Committee recommends $37,428,000
for wildlife and fisheries, the same as the budget request and a de-
crease of $474,000 below the 2001 enacted level, including in-
creases above the 2001 level of $715,000 for fixed costs and de-
creases of $898,000 for Yukon river protection, $175,000 for man-
agement reforms, and $116,000 in one-time emergency supple-
mental funding.

Threatened and endangered species.—The Committee rec-
ommends $21,618,000 for threatened and endangered species, the
same as the budget request and an increase of $284,000 above the
2001 level, including an increase of $389,000 for fixed costs and de-
creases of $76,000 for management reforms, and $29,000 in one-
time emergency supplemental funding.

Recreation management.—The Committee recommends
$63,289,000 for recreation management, an increase of $300,000
above the budget request and $581,000 above the 2001 enacted
level, including increases above the 2001 enacted level of
$1,067,000 for fixed costs and $300,000 for the Utah wilderness
mapping project and decreases of $179,000 for management re-
forms $108,000 in one-time emergency supplemental funding, and
$499,000 from the Undaunted Stewardship program.

Energy and minerals.—The Committee recommends $95,713,000
for energy and minerals including Alaska minerals. This is a
$2,000,000 increase above the budget request and an increase of
$15,105,000 above the 2001 enacted level including increases above
the 2001 level of $1,534,000 for fixed costs, $6,000,000 to address
the coal bed methane backlog, $3,000,000 for leasing activities in
the National Petroleum Reserve Alaska, $3,000,000 to implement
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, $350,000 for Indian trust
activities, $1,500,000 for oil and gas inspection and enforcement ac-
tivities, $1,150,000 for coal leasing activities, $450,000 mineral ma-
terial sales, and $50,000 for geothermal activities and decreases of
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$232,000 for management reforms, $998,000 for minerals at risk,
and $699,000 for the mining claim information system.

Realty and ownership management.—The Committee rec-
ommends $82,547,000 for realty and ownership management, the
same as the budget request and an increase of $1,780,000 above
the 2001 enacted level, including increases above the 2001 level of
$1,548,000 for fixed costs and $1,500,000 for rights-of-way and de-
creases of $320,000 for management reforms, $299,000 for Utah
GIS mapping, and $649,000 for the Montana cadastral project.

Resource protection and maintenance.—The Committee rec-
ommends $61,891,000 for resource protection and maintenance, an
increase of $600,000 above the budget request and $8,207,000
above the 2001 enacted level, including increases above the enacted
level of $723,000 for fixed costs, and $7,079,000 for land manage-
ment planning, $600,000 for California desert rangers, and de-
creases of $133,000 for management reforms and $62,000 in one-
time emergency supplemental funding.

The Committee previously acknowledged the concern that has
been raised over the condition of the Bureau’s land use plans, and
responded by providing an additional $19,000,000 in fiscal year
2001 and an additional $7,079,000 for this planning effort in 2002.
The Bureau has developed a schedule for updating priority land
use plans with these additional funds, which are intended to im-
prove the Bureau’s ability to make resource allocation decisions.
While the Bureau is improving its land use plans, the Committee
is concerned about the Bureau’s capability and commitment to
monitor and assess progress achieved in meeting the resource goals
and objectives set forth in these plans. The Committee therefore di-
rects the Bureau to submit to the Committee as part of its fiscal
year 2003 budget justification a report detailing the status of the
Bureau’s: (1) resource monitoring efforts, (2) current capabilities
and adequacy of existing resources, and (3) recommendations to ad-
dress the Bureau’s need to monitor resource conditions.

Transportation and facilities maintenance.—The Committee rec-
ommends $77,617,000 for transportation and facilities mainte-
nance, $3,000,000 above the budget request and $3,742,000 above
the 2001 enacted level, including increases above the 2001 level of
$1,162,000 for fixed costs and $3,000,000 for infrastructure im-
provements (for a total program level of $28,000,000 as part of the
conservation spending category) and decreases of $276,000 for man-
agement reforms and $144,000 in one-time emergency supple-
mental funding.

Land and resource information systems.—The Committee rec-
ommends $19,756,000 for land resource information systems, the
same as the budget request and an increase of $213,000 above the
2001 enacted level including an increase of $394,000 fixed costs
and a decrease of $181,000 for management reforms.

Mining law administration.—The Committee recommends
$32,298,000 for mining law administration. This activity is sup-
ported by offsetting fees equal to the amount made available.

Workforce and organizational support.—The Committee rec-
ommends $129,806,000 for workforce and organizational support,
the same as the budget request and an increase of $3,185,000
above the 2001 enacted level, including an increase of $3,498,000
for fixed costs and a decrease of $313,000 for management reforms.
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The Committee is aware of the significant success the military
services have had in utilizing pulse technology in their vehicles to
reduce costs and increase environmental benefits through the ex-
tension of the service life of its batteries. The Committee urges the
Bureau of Land Management to examine the opportunities for cost-
savings and associated environmental benefits of using pulse tech-
nology for its own battery management program. The Committee
believes that this technology will directly benefit the Department’s
land managing agencies.

The Bureau is directed to submit a report to the Committee out-
lining plans for the implementation of Title II of Public Law 106—
248, relating to the sale of certain public lands that have been
identified by the Bureau as surplus lands in the State of New Mex-
ico. Implementation of this plan should begin at the earliest pos-
sible date.

The Committee is concerned that draft BLM resource manage-
ment plans regarding energy development in southern New Mexico
do not consider the broad scope of possible mitigation practices that
are available to the Bureau in the development of new oil and gas
discoveries on Federal lands.

Bill language has been included under the Bureau’s administra-
tive provisions reauthorizing the mining holding fee for one fiscal
year.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

Appropriation enacted, 2001 . $977,099,000
Budget estimate, 2002 . 658,421,000
Recommended, 2002 ....... . 700,806,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ....... . —276,293,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........c.ccoeeiiiieiieeeeee e +42,385,000

The Committee recommends $700,806,000 for wildland fire man-
agement, an increase of $42,385,000 above the budget request and
a decrease of $276,293,000 below the 2001 enacted level, which in-
cluded emergency funds.

The appropriation includes $280,807,000 for preparedness and
fire use, of which $19,774,000 has been provided for deferred main-
tenance and capital improvement, $161,424,000 for fire suppression
operations, and $258,575,000 for other operations which includes
$10,000,000 for the rural fire assistance program, $186,190,000 for
hazardous fuels reduction, $62,385,000 for the restoration and re-
habilitation of burned over areas, which is an increase of
$42,385,000 above the budget request, and $8,000,000 for the joint
fire science program.

The Committee has restored $42,385,000 for the burned area re-
habilitation program first proposed in fiscal year 2001. This ex-
panded program is designed to go beyond emergency stabilization
to include the reintroduction of native plants into these burned
over-areas before exotic species can gain a foothold. The Committee
directs the Department to incorporate this program into its 2003
budget request. Based on these efforts, the Secretaries of Interior
and Agriculture are to report jointly to the Congress by December
31, 2001, with specific plans and recommendations to supply native
plant materials for emergency stabilization and longer-term reha-
bilitation and restoration efforts.
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The Committee was pleased with the detailed 2001 financial and
action plan submitted by the two Secretaries. Within 90 days of en-
actment of this Act the Committee expects a similar plan showing
t}ile }Il)ré)posed expenditure of funds and work proposed to be accom-
plished.

The Committee cautions the Department of the Interior to en-
sure that overhead costs for fire activities are strictly controlled.
Overhead charges should be kept to the minimum required, based
on actual services received or standard bureau methodology.

The Committee understands that fire management plans are
critical strategic documents that guide the full range of fire man-
agement activities. The Committee continues to support the use of
wildland fire funds to complete these plans. Because of the critical
nature of these plans, the Committee directs the Secretaries of In-
terior and Agriculture to develop a schedule for revising and com-
pleting all new fire plans no later than the end of fiscal year 2004.
This planning schedule must incorporate the standards outlined in
the Review and Update of the 1995 Federal Wildland Fire Manage-
ment Policy.

The Committee understands that fuels treatment activities by
mechanical thinning of dense forests and woodlands is often re-
quired before fire can safely be reintroduced to restore ecological
health and reduce wildfire hazards near communities. The Com-
mittee encourages the Department of the Interior to utilize funds
from this Act to develop projects and expand partnerships with pri-
vate enterprise to develop sustainable local industries and markets
for products from woodland or other areas to supplement ongoing
work by USDA’s Forest Service.

To enhance the effectiveness of fuels and rehabilitation treat-
ments, particularly in the wildland urban interface, it is desirable
to extend some projects onto adjacent non-Federal lands. The Com-
mittee directs that funds from this Act may be used by the Sec-
retary of the Interior to enter into cooperative agreements to con-
duct fuels treatment, emergency stabilization and rehabilitation ac-
tivities on adjacent non-Federal lands when these projects impact
Federal resources and the overall watershed health of which the
Federal lands are a part.

CENTRAL HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FUND

Appropriation enacted, 2001 .........cccceeeeeiiieeiieeeeeeeee e $9,978,000
Budget estimate, 2002 9,978,000
Recommended, 2002 .........cc.ooeeiuiiiiiiiiieeciieeeeeee e e 9,978,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 .....c..ccceeiiiieriiienee e 0
Budget estimate, 2002 ........ccccoeiiiiiiiiniieee e 0

The Central Hazardous Materials Fund was established to in-
clude funding for remedial investigations/feasibility studies and
cleanup of hazardous waste sites for which the Department of the
Interior is liable pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act and includes sums re-
covered from or paid by a party as reimbursement for remedial ac-
tion or response activities.

The Committee recommends $9,978,000 for the central haz-
ardous materials fund, which is the same as the budget request
and the 2001 enacted level.
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CONSTRUCTION
Appropriation enacted, 2001 ........ccccecerierieniriienieeeee e $16,823,000
Budget estimate, 2002 10,976,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........ooooviuuiiiieiieeiiiieeeee e 11,076,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 .........ccceeeiiieeriieeeiiee et —5,747,000
Budget estimate, 2002 .........cccooeiiiiiiiiieeiee e +100,000

The Committee recommends $11,076,000 for construction, which
is an increase of $100,000 above the budget request and $5,747,000
below the 2001 enacted level. The Committee has provided an addi-
tional $100,000 for the Lone Pine Visitor Center, CA.

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

Appropriation enacted, 2001 ..........ccceeeeiiieeiieeeeieeeee e $199,560,000
Budget estimate, 2002 150,000,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........cooooiiriieeeieeiiiieieee e e 200,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 .........cccceeeieriiieiieeieeee e +440,000
Budget estimate, 2001 ........ccceeviiiiiiieniieieeee e +50,000,000

Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) provides for payments to local
units of government containing certain Federally owned lands.
These payments are designed to supplement other Federal land re-
ceipt sharing payments local governments may be receiving. Pay-
ments received may be used by the recipients for any governmental
purpose.

The Committee recommends $200,000,000 for PILT, of which
$50,000,000 is from the conservation spending category, an in-
crease of $50,000,000 above the budget request and $440,000 above
the 2001 enacted level. The Committee notes the large increase in
mandatory payments to forested counties in the Forest Service due
to a recent law change. This change increases county payments by
$166,313,000 in fiscal year 2002.

LAND ACQUISITION

Appropriation enacted, 2001 ........ccccceeeeiiiieeiieeeniieeeee e $56,545,000
Budget estimate, 2002 47,686,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........cooooiiiiiiiiieiiiiieieee e 47,686,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........cccceevieriiienieeie e —8,859,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........cccoeiiiiiienieeee e 0

The Committee recommends $47,686,000 for land acquisition as
requested, a reduction of $8,859,000 below the enacted level and
the same as the budget request. This amount includes $42,177,000
for line item projects, $1,000,000 for emergencies and hardships,
$4,000,000 for acquisition management and $509,000 for land ex-
changes.

The Committee recommends the following distribution of funds:

Committee

Area and State Recommendation
Cerbat Foothills Recreation Area (AZ) .....cccccevveeeeeeeveeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeennenns $500,000
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (WY) .. 320,000
Douglas Point (MD) ......cccccevveiiiieniiieniieeeieeees 3,000,000
El Dorado (rare plant) (CA) .....ccccovveeveveeecreeens 5,000,000
El Malpais National Conservation Area (NM) ........... 1,000,000
Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument (AZ) ..... 1,200,000
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (UT) .......... 2,000,000
Grande Ronde National Wild and Scenic River (OR/WA) .... 500,000

Gunnison Basin ACEC (CO) ovveemvverooeoeeeeeeeeeeeeseseeeeeeseeeeeoseooeesooeeons 2,500,000



22

Committee

Area and State Recommendation

King Range National Conservation Area (CA) ......ccccoeeveeeeiveeecveennnns 2,500,000
La Cienega ACEC (NM) .....cocevviiinienniienieeieeee, 641,000
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail (ID) .... 1,000,000

Lower Salmon River ACEC (ID) ..........cceeeuvvnnenn... 2,000,000
National Historic Trails of Wyoming (WY) .. 350,000
Organ Mtns. (NM) ....coooviiiiieniiiiienieeieee, 2,000,000
Otay Mountain/Kuchamaa HCP (CA) ........cccveenneen. 2,500,000

Rio Grande National Wild and Scenic River (NM) ... 4,000,000
San Pedro Ecosystem (Gap/Borderlands—easements) (AZ) ..... 3,000,000
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mtns. National Monument (CA) .......... 1,000,000
Steens Mtn. (OR) ...eoeeeiieeiieeeeee et 166,000
Upper Arkansas River Basin (CO) ..... 1,500,000
Upper Crab Creek/Rock Creek (WA) ......... 2,000,000
Upper Snake/South Fork Snake River (ID 2,000,000
West Eugene Wetlands (OR) .....cccooeiiiiiiiiiiieniieiieeceeeee e 1,500,000

SUDLOLAL .ot 42,177,000
Emergency/hardship/inholding .................. 1,000,000
Land Exchange Equalization Payments ... 509,000
Acquisition Management .........c.ccoeeiererienenieneneeneneeeseene e 4,000,000

TOLAL ..ottt sttt e 47,686,000

The Committee has provided $3,000,000 for easements at San
Pedro Ecosystem in Arizona.

The land acquisition program is funded under the conservation
spending category.

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS

Appropriation enacted, 2001 . $104,038,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........... 105,165,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........oooeiuiiiiiiiieiiieeeee et 105,165,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........ccceeeiiieeriieeeiteeeee e +1,127,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........c.cccooiiiieiieeeeee e 0

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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The Committee recommends $105,165,000 for the Oregon and
California grant lands, the same as the budget request and an in-
crease of $1,127,000 above the 2001 enacted level for fixed costs.
These funds are provided for construction and acquisition, oper-
ation and maintenance, and management activities on the revested
lands in the 18 Oregon and California land grant counties of west-
ern Oregon.

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS

Appropriation enacted, 2001 .........cccceeeeviiiieeiiieeeiee e $10,000,000
Budget estimate, 2002 10,000,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........coooeirviieeeiieiiiieieee e e 10,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........cccccoeiieiiiiiiieieee e 0
Budget estimate, 2002 ..........cooeiiiieiieeeeee e 0

The Committee recommends an indefinite appropriation of not
less than $10,000,000 to be derived from public lands receipts and
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act lands grazing receipts. Receipts
are used for construction, purchase, and maintenance of range 1im-
provements, such as seeding, fence construction, weed control,
water development, fish and wildlife habitat improvement, and
planning and design of these projects.

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES

Appropriation enacted, 2001 $7,484,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ....... 8,000,000
Recommended, 2002 ....... 8,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 .... 516,000
Budget estimate, 2002 .... 0

The Committee recommends an indefinite appropriation esti-
mated to be $8,000,000, the budget request, for service charges, de-
posits, and forfeitures. This account uses the revenues collected
under specified sections of the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 and other Acts to pay for reasonable administra-
tive and other costs in connection with rights-of-way applications
from the private sector, miscellaneous cost-recoverable realty cases,
timber contract expenses, repair of damaged lands, the adopt-a-
horse program, and the provision of copies of official public land
documents.

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS

Appropriation enacted, 2001 $12,405,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ....... 11,000,000
Recommended, 2002 ....... 11,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 .... —1,405,000
Budget estimate, 2002 0

The Committee recommends an indefinite appropriation esti-
mated to be $11,000,000, the budget request, for miscellaneous
trust funds. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
provides for the receipt and expenditure of moneys received as do-
nations or gifts (section 307). Funds in this trust fund are derived
from the administrative and survey costs paid by applicants for
conveyance of omitted lands (lands fraudulently or erroneously
omitted from original cadastral surveys), from advances for other
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types of surveys requested by individuals, and from contributions
made by users of Federal rangelands. Amounts received from the
sale of Alaska town lots are also available for expenses of sale and
maintenance of town sites. Revenue from unsurveyed lands, and
surveys of omitted lands, administrative costs of conveyance, and
gifts and donations must be appropriated before it can be used.

UNITED STATES FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is to conserve,
protect and enhance fish and wildlife and their habitats for the
continuing benefit of people. The Service has responsibility for mi-
gratory birds, threatened and endangered species, certain marine
mammals, and land under Service control.

The Service manages nearly 94 million acres across the United
States, encompassing a 535-unit National Wildlife Refuge System,
additional wildlife and wetlands areas, and 70 National Fish
Hatcheries. A network of law enforcement agents and port inspec-
tors enforce Federal laws for the protection of fish and wildlife.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Appropriation enacted, 2001 .........ccceeeiiiiieeiieeee e $806,816,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ............... 806,752,000
Recommended, 2002 ............... 839,852,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 .... +33,036,000
Budget estimate, 2002 +33,100,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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The Committee recommends $839,852,000 for resource manage-
ment, an increase of $33,100,000 above the budget request and
$33,036,000 above the fiscal year 2001 level. Within this account,
$28,000,000 for infrastructure improvement and $2,000,000 for the
youth conservation corps is funded under the conservation spend-
ing category. Changes to the budget request are detailed below.

Ecological services.—The Committee recommends $213,693,000
for ecological services, an increase of $15,200,000 above the budget
request.

Within the ecological services activity, changes recommended for
endangered species programs include increases of $4,850,000 for
consultation, of which $850,000 is for the Sonoran Desert conserva-
tion plan and $4,000,000 is to address the increasing demand for
consultations; and $6,500,000 for recovery, of which $3,000,000 is
for Washington State salmon grants to be administered through
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, $500,000 is for man-
atee protection, and $3,000,000 is to address the backlog of recov-
ery actions.

Changes recommended for habitat conservation programs include
increase of $600,000 for coastal programs, of which $200,000 is for
the newly established programs in Tampa Bay and the Florida
panhandle, and $3,150,000 for the partners for fish and wildlife
program, of which $550,000 is for nutria eradication at Blackwater
NWR, MD, $500,000 is for the Columbia River estuary research
project, $1,100,000 is for bull trout conservation in Washington
State, and $1,000,000 is for the Washington State ecosystems
project and is to be provided as a grant to the Washington Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife.

An increase of $100,000 is recommended for the environmental
contaminants program to address the program backlog.

Refuges and wildlife.—The Committee recommends $398,727,000
for refuges and wildlife, an increase of $7,500,000 above the budget
request.

Changes recommended for refuge operations and maintenance in-
clude an increase of $10,000,000 for refuge operations to continue
“minimum staffing” implementation, a decrease of $5,000,000 for
refuge maintenance, and an increase of $1,000,000 to initiate a nat-
ural resource challenge program. The Committee notes that an ad-
ditional $3,000,000 above the fiscal year 2001 level for refuge main-
tenance, within a total of $28,000,000 for infrastructure improve-
ment, has been funded as part of the conservation spending cat-
egory.

A total of $993,000, the budget request, is recommended to con-
tinue the Salton Sea recovery program at the 2001 level, contingent
on matching funds from the State of California. The Committee
does not object to including this program in the regular operations
account in fiscal year 2003 and beyond.

An increase of $1,500,000 is recommended for migratory bird
management to continue to advance the joint venture programs to-
ward the fiscal year 2004 target funding levels outlined in the fis-
cal year 2001 statement of the managers that accompanied the con-
ference report for that year. The Committee agrees to the following
distribution of funds for joint ventures:
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X Recommended fis-  Target Level fiscal
Joint Venture Fiscal year 2001 cal year 2002 vear 2004

Atlantic Coast 379,000 506,000 800,000

Lower Mississippi 501,000 576,000 750,000
Upper Mississippi 239,000 363,000 650,000
Prairie Pothole 1,182,000 1,248,000 1,400,000
Gulf Coast 339,000 448,000 700,000
Playa Lakes 225,000 369,000 700,000
Rainwater Basin 225,000 278,000 400,000
Intermountain West 239,000 469,000 1,000,000
Central Valley 359,000 417,000 550,000
Pacific Coast 239,000 378,000 700,000
San Francisco Bay 225,000 269,000 370,000
Sonoran 225,000 278,000 400,000
Arctic Goose 140,000 210,000 370,000
Black Duck 110,000 188,000 370,000
Sea Duck 249,000 340,000 550,000
Administration 623,000 662,000 750,000

Total 5,499,000 6,999,000 10,460,000

Fisheries.—The Committee recommends $98,379,000 for fish-
eries, an increase of $5,400,000 above the budget request, including
increases of $4,500,000 for hatchery operations and maintenance,
of which $4,000,000 is for the Washington State hatchery improve-
ment project and $500,000 is for unmet operational needs, and
$900,000 for fish and wildlife assistance, of which $500,000 is to
continue reproductive biology/salmon research at Washington State
University and $400,000 is to restore funding for the Great Lakes
fish and wildlife restoration program.

General administration.—The Committee recommends
$129,053,000 for general administration, an increase of $5,000,000
above the budget request, including $2,000,000 for the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation and $3,000,000 to eliminate “cross
charging” of programs and projects through the cost allocation
methodology.

The Committee agreed to a one-time reprogramming of funds to
ensure administrative overhead costs were covered in fiscal year
2001. The Department did not reflect these costs as uncontrollable
fixed cost increases in the fiscal year 2002 budget as directed by
the Committee. The Committee expects the Service to address its
administrative “cost allocation methodology” within its administra-
tive accounts except for those costs over which the programs have
direct control and those costs charged to reimbursable accounts and
permanent appropriations. A like amount has been added to the
construction administration account, and the land acquisition ad-
ministration account has also been increased. There should be no
“cross charging” of individual programs and projects in fiscal year
2002 except as explained above.

The Committee agrees to the following:

1. The Peregrine Fund should be funded at $400,000 in fiscal
year 2002.

2. The Service should continue its support and increase the fund-
ing for joint venture programs in order to achieve the target fund-
ing levels by fiscal year 2004. This program continues to be one of
the greatest successes of the Service, with funding leveraged to a
greater extent than all other Service programs combined.

3. With the recommended increase of %500,000, the manatee pro-
tection program should be funded at $1,000,000 in fiscal year 2002.
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4. The $1,000,000 provided for the natural resource challenge is
modeled after the National Park Service’s initiative and is for a
competitive program to address resource needs and to prevent du-
plication of staff.

5. The Committee understands that Egmont Key NWR, FL is ex-
periencing serious staffing shortfalls and encourages the Service to
consider the needs at this refuge as part of the refuge operating
needs system funding increase, and to examine the need for visitor
information at the refuge (as part of the small projects program for
visitor facility improvements).

6. Within the funds provided for the ESA recovery program, the
Service should contract for an independent review of the Mexican
gray wolf program.

7. Within the funds provided for Washington salmon grants
through the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, $200,000 is for
the Long Live the Kings salmon program and $175,000 is for the
Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement program.

8. The Service should report to the Committee by January 31,
2002, on (1) the actual location of bull trout presence by life cycle
in Washington State; (2) the process the Service will use to amend
its bull trout distribution maps; and (3) the timelines for comple-
tion of such maps.

9. The Committee is aware of a planning effort that is underway
to develop the Lower Colorado River Multiple Species Conservation
Plan affecting 25 million people in the states of Arizona, California
and Nevada and encourages the Service to continue to provide the
required assistance for this important partnership of state, federal,
tribal, and private stakeholders who share an interest in managing
the water and related resources of the Lower Colorado River Basin.

Bill language.—The Committee has not agreed to the bill lan-
guage proposed by the Administration with respect to the endan-
gered species listing program. The Committee has continued bill
language capping the amount of funding available for certain en-
dangered species listing programs and, within that amount, has
placed a subcap on funding for critical habitat designations for
those species that are already listed. Critical habitat designation
funding for species that are subsequently listed are addressed in
the discussion below. The funding cap for listing for fiscal year
2002 is $8,476,000, of which not to exceed $6,000,000 is for critical
habitat designations for already-listed species.

The Committee recognizes that the amount provided for the en-
dangered species listing program will not address fully the current
backlog and potential new listing workload. The language rec-
ommended reflects the Committee’s concern that a balance is main-
tained between the listing program and other critical Service pro-
grams, including other endangered species activities, within the
amount of money provided to the Service for fiscal year 2002.

The critical habitat designation subcap will ensure that some
funding is available to address other listing activities. The Com-
mittee understands that the subcap for critical habitat designation
provides sufficient funding to address all known court orders for
such designations, with a small amount of additional funding.

The Committee expects that listing funding that is not subject to
the critical habitat designation subcap will be used for the highest
priority listing actions, in a manner consistent with existing provi-
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sions of the Endangered Species Act. These include such actions as
proposed and final rules to add species to the list of threatened and
endangered species with associated critical habitat where prudent
and determinable, processing citizen petitions, and reclassification

of species.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 .
Budget estimate, 2002
Recommended, 2002

Comparison:

Appropriation, 2001
Budget estimate, 2002

CONSTRUCTION

$71,358,000
35,849,000
48,849,000

— 22,509,000
+13,000,000

The Committee recommends $48,849,000 for construction, a de-

crease of $22,209,000 below the fiscal year 2001 level and
$13,000,000 above the budget request.
The Committee agrees to the following distribution of funds:
[dollars in thousands]
e
Proi - Budget m ?e f
ject Description request on:?ncen- Difference
dation
Anahuac NWR, TX ... Bridge Rehabilitation/Replacement—Phase Il (c) .............. 330 330 0
Bear River NWR, UT . Dikes and related facilities 0 500 500
Bear River NWR, UT Maintenance facility 0 500 500
Big Branch NWR, LA ... Facilities renovation 0 400 400
Bozeman Fish Technology Construction of Laboratory/Administration Building .......... 2,556 2,556 0
Center, MT.
Bridge Safety Inspection ....... 545 545 0
Chincoteague NWR, VA ......... Herbert H. Bateman Educ. and Administrative Center— 2,900 2,900 0
Phase Il (c).
Condor Facilities, CA & ID ....  Recovery facility construction and renovation 0 1,750 1,750
Creston NFH, MT ................... Jessup Mill Dam—Phase Il (c) 1,900 1,900 0
Dam Safety Program and In- 650 650 0
spections.
Delta NWR, LA Kiosks and interpretive facilities 0 100 100
Hagerman NWR, TX .. . Bridge Rehabilitation—Phase Il (c) .. 1,800 1,800 0
Humboldt Bay NWR, CA ........ Seismic Safety Rehabilitation—Phase | (p/d) 190 190 0
Iron River NFH, WI ... Replace Domes at Schacte Creek with Building 740 740 0
John Heinz NWR, PA . Complete/equipment furnish admin. wing ... 0 600 600
Jordan River NFH, MI ... Replace Great Lakes Fish Stocking Vessel 200 200 0
Klamath Basin Complex, OR  Water Supply and Management—Phase IIl .. 1,700 1,700 0
Leavenworth NFH, WA .......... Seismic Safety Rehabilitation—Phase | (p/d) .. 170 170 0
Midway Atoll NWR ................. Hangar roof replacement 0 650 650
National Black-Footed Ferret ~ New Endangered Species Facility—Phase Il (c) ................ 2,260 2,260 0
Cons. Ctr, CO.
Necedah NWR, WI ................. Rynearson #1 Dam—Phase Il (C) ....ccooeverecrvererrecierinins 2,725 2,725 0
Northwest Power Planning Fish screens, etc. 0 3,000 3,000
Area.
Pelican Island NWR, FL ........ Interpretive Center and Administrative Facility—Phase | 2,600 2,300 —300
(p/dfic).
Quinault NFH, WA ................. Replace Quarters 290 290 0
Red Rock Lakes NWR, MT ..... Seismic Safety Rehabilitation—Phase | (p/d) 135 135 0
San Pablo Bay NWR, CA ....... Renovate Office—Phase Il (¢) ...ccvervcvenenee. 2,500 2,500 0
Six NFHs in New England ..... Water Treatment Improvements—Phase Il (c) . 2,630 2,630 0
Ted Stevens Anchorage Int'l Hangar—Phase | (p/d) 536 0 —536
Airport, AK.
Tern Island NWR . Seawall replacement 0 2,000 2,000
Subtotal: Line ltem 27,357 36,021 8,664
Construction.
Nationwide Engineering Serv-
ices:
Demolition Fund ........... 0 1,336 1,336
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[dollars in thousands]

Com-

Budget mittee

Project Description request

<
3

Difference
ommen-
dation

Env. Compliance ......... 1,856 1,856 0

Seismic Safety Program 180 180 0

Waste Prevention and 150 150 0
Recycling.

Other Engineering Serv- 6,306 9,306 3,000
ices.

Total 35849 48,849 13,000

The Committee agrees to the following:

1. No administrative or other assessments may be levied against
individual projects. All administrative overhead should be budgeted
in the nationwide engineering services activity or in the general op-
erations activity under Resource Management. This instruction
also applies to funds available from prior years. An additional
$3,000,000 has been provided to address all administrative ex-
penses within nationwide engineering services in fiscal year 2002.
This issue is also addressed in the resource management and land
acquisition accounts.

2. No funds are to be obligated on the Pelican Island NWR, FL
visitors center until a 50 percent cost share has been identified.
The Service is expected to consult with the public in the area and
to explore thoroughly various options for siting the facility and is
expected to downsize the facility design and cost, consistent with
the volume of visitation at the refuge. The amount provided in the
recommendation should be sufficient for the Federal share of the
total cost of the facility. All of these issues need to be addressed
and approved by the Committee, following the reprogramming
process, prior to any obligation of funds.

3. The Committee expects the full scope of the education center
and exhibits at the Bear River NWR, UT to be completed with
funds made available in past years. If additional funds are required
to complete the headquarters accommodations for the Bear River
NWR, UT, the Service should realign funds from completed projects
to ensure that space, equipment and furnishings are provided, con-
sistent with the Service’s staffing requirements analysis for the ref-
uge.

4. The Committee has restored funds for the Service’s demolition
needs. These funds should be continued and increased, as needed,
in future budget requests.

LAND ACQUISITION

Appropriation enacted, 2001 $121,188,000

Budget estimate, 2002 ............... 164,401,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........oooovuiiiiieiiieiieeeee e 104,401,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 .........cccoeevieeeriieeeeiee e —16,787,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiieeee e —60,000,000

The Committee recommends $104,401,000, a decrease of
$16,787,000 below the 2001 enacted level and $60,000,000 below
the budget request. This amount includes $85,110,000 for line item
acquisition, $2,000,000 for emergencies and hardships, $1,000,000
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for exchanges, $2,000,000 for inholdings and $14,291,000 for acqui-
sition management. The change to the budget request is due to the
establishment of two new accounts in the Fish and Wildlife Service
rather than funding those programs as part of Federal land acqui-
sition for the National Park Service. Those accounts are the Land-
owner Incentive Program and Stewardship Grants. They follow this
account.

The Committee recommends the following distribution of funds:

Committee

Area and State Recommendation
Archie Carr NWR (FL) (undeveloped land) ..... $1,000,000
Back Bay NWR (VA) ...coooeiiiiiiiiiiiiciices 3,200,000
Balcones Canyonlands NWR (TX) ... 1,000,000
Big Muddy NWR (MO) .....cccceeueenee. 2,000,000
Bon Secour NWR (AL) .. 1,000,000
Cahaba NWR (AL) .............. 1,500,000
Canaan Valley NWR (WV) .. 6,000,000
Cape May NWR (NJ) ........... 1,100,000
Cat Island NWR (LA) .......c...... 3,700,000
Charles M. Russell NWR (MT) . 2,000,000
Columbia NWR (WA) ................ 2,000,000
Crane Meadows NWR (MN) ..... 500,000
Edwin B. Forsythe NWR (NJ) ......... 3,200,000
Florida Keys NWR Complex (FL) .... 2,500,000
Florida Panther NWR (FL) .............. 500,000
Great Meadows NWR (MA) 2,000,000
Great Swamp NWR (NJ) ........ 1,000,000
Iron River Fish Hatchery (Gla gs) ( . 285,000
J.N. Ding Darling NWR Complex (FL) ................................... 3,000,000
Louisiana Black Bear Complex—Black Bayou NWR (LA) .... 1,000,000
Minnesota Valley NWR (MN) ...cccooeeiiiieeiiieecieeeeiee e 4,000,000
Montezuma NWR (NY) ............. 500,000
Nisqually NWR Complex (WA) ........cccuveenen 1,000,000
Northern Tallgrass Prairie NWR (MN/IA) .. 1,000,000
Oregon Coast NWR Complex (OR) ............... 2,100,000
Ottawa NWR (OH) ...oooiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee et 1,000,000
Pelican Island NWR (Completes Lear and Michael tracts) (FL) ....... 6,400,000
Pond Creek NWR (AR) ..cooooiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeee ettt 1,500,000
Rappahannock River Valley NWR (VA) .... 1,825,000
Red River NWR (LA) ..ooooviiiiiiieecieeeee. 1,000,000
Rhode Island NWR (RD) ............ 1,500,000
Sacramento River NWR (CA) ... 1,700,000
San Diego NWR (CA) ................ 5,000,000
San Joaquin River NWR (CA) .. 5,000,000

Sandy Point NWR (VI) .................. - 500,000

Shiawassee NWR Complex (MI) ... 500,000
Silvio O. Conte NWR (MA) ....cccoecvvvveiennnnnn. 1,100,000
Southeast Louisiana NWR Complex (LA) .... 500,000
St. Marks NWR (FL) ....ccccovecveviieieciieieienenn 4,000,000
Stewart B. McKinney NWR (CT) .... 2,000,000
Waccamaw NWR (SC) ......cccovveeeeenn. 1,000,000
Wallkill River NWR (NJ) ....... 3,000,000
Whittlesey Creek NWR (WI) ...cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeiee e e e 500,000

SUDBLOLAL ..eeiiiiiiieeieececee e e 85,110,000
Emergency & Hardship 2,000,000
Inholdings ..... 2,000,000
Exchanges ........ccccceeeveenen. 1,000,000
Acquisition Management ............cceccuveeeeiieeeiiieeniireeenieeeeeeeesneeeenneeens 14,291,000

TOLAL oottt sttt 104,401,000

The Committee has included bill language directing that no over-
head, planning or other management costs may be deducted from
specific land acquisition project money. Project-specific funds are to
be used exclusively for land purchases. The Committee is providing
the budget request for acquisition management, which is intended
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to pay for all acquisition related staff. Of the $14,291,000 for acqui-
sition management, $6,000,000 is for planning purposes. The fiscal
year 2003 budget submission, and every budget thereafter, should
include a specific list detailing how those planning dollars will be
allocated including whether the project involves a boundary adjust-
ment or establishment of a new refuge.

The Committee supports the need to conserve unique, threat-
ened, or strategically important habitats. However, the Committee
remains concerned with the rate and seemingly never-ending ex-
pansion of individual refuges, without regard for finite budgets and
future operations and maintenance needs. The Committee believes
a more strategic approach is needed and expects the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to: (1) make a concerted effort to acquire lands
within currently approved refuge boundaries; and (2) fully consider
the future cost of operations and maintenance needs when making
land acquisition requests.

The Committee is providing funds in the National Park Service
land acquisition account for their share of the Great Sand Dunes
National Monument and Preserve. The Committee expects the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to include funding for their share of the
Preserve in future budget requests.

The $1,000,000 provided for Archie Carr NWR may not be used
to purchase land with existing structures.

The land acquisition program is funded under the conservation
spending program.

LANDOWNER INCENTIVE PROGRAM

This new program will provide funds for matching, competitively
awarded grants for technical and financial assistance for land-
owner incentive programs geared toward private landowners, and
will include habitat protection and restoration for the management
of federally listed, proposed or candidate species, or other at-risk
species on private lands. Eligible grantees include the States, the
District of Columbia, Indian Tribes, Puerto Rico, Guam, the U.S.
Virgin Islands, the Northern Mariana Islands, and American
Samoa.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 .........ccceeviieiieniiieiieeieeeeeee e $0
Budget estimate, 2002 0
Recommended, 2002 ...........cooooiiiiiiieiiiiiiieeeee e 50,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........ccccceeiieeriiieeeee e +50,000,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........ccccooeiiiiiiiiiieieeeee e +50,000,000

The Committee recommends $50,000,000 for the landowner in-
centive program. The Administration proposed this same amount
as part of the land acquisition account. The Committee rec-
ommends funding it under this separate appropriations account to
distinguish it from Federal land acquisition. This program is fund-
ed under the conservation spending category.

STEWARDSHIP GRANTS

This new program will provide grants and other assistance to in-
dividuals and groups engaged in private conservation efforts that
benefit federally listed, proposed or candidate species, or other at-
risk species.



Appropriation enacted, 2001 ..........ccoeoeiieiiiieiiienieeieeee e $0
Budget estimate, 2002 0
Recommended, 2002 ...........cooooiiriieeeieeiiiieeeee e 10,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........cccceeiiiiiririeneneeeeee e +10,000,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........c.ccooeiiiiieiiiieeiee e +10,000,000

The Committee recommends $10,000,000 for the stewardship
grants program. The Administration proposed this same amount as
part of the land acquisition account. The Committee recommends
funding it under this separate appropriations account to distin-
guish it from Federal land acquisition. This program is funded
under the conservation spending category.

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

Eighty percent of the habitat for more than half of the listed en-
dangered and threatened species is on private land. The Coopera-
tive Endangered Species Conservation Fund provides grants to
States and territories for endangered species recovery actions on
non-Federal lands and provides funds for non-Federal land acquisi-
tion to facilitate habitat protection. Individual States and terri-
tories provide 25 percent of grant project costs. Cost sharing is re-
duced to 10 percent when two or more States or territories are in-
volved in a project.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 ........ccccecerievieniriieneeieeee e $104,694,000
Budget estimate, 2002 54,694,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........oooovirviiieeiieiiiieeeee e 107,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........cccccoiiiiiiiiieie e +2,306,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........cccoeviiiiienieee e +52,306,000

The Committee recommends $107,000,000 for the cooperative en-
dangered species conservation fund, an increase of $52,306,000
above the budget request for habitat conservation plan land acqui-
sition. The recommended level is necessary to continue this very
important program with a relatively small increase above the fiscal
year 2001 level. This program is funded under the conservation
spending category.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND

Through this program the Service makes payments to counties in
which Service lands are located, based on their fair market value.
Payments to counties are estimated to be $23,528,000 in fiscal year
2002 with $16,414,000 derived from this appropriation and
$7,114,000 from net refuge receipts estimated to be collected in fis-
cal year 2001.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 ........cccceeeiiiiieriieeeeeeeee e $11,414,000
Budget estimate, 2002 11,414,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........oooeiuiiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 16,414,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........cccceeiiiiiiriiiieneeeeee e +5,000,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........ccccooeiiiiriiieiieeeee e +5,000,000

The Committee recommends $16,414,000 for the National wild-
life refuge fund, an increase of $5,000,000 above both the budget
request and the fiscal year 2001 funding level. This program is
funded under the conservation spending category. The $5,000,000
increase is funded under the conservation spending category.
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The Committee continues to be concerned about the priorities of
the Service with respect to meeting its obligations under the Na-
tional wildlife refuge fund. The Committee continues to question
why the Service places such a high priority on acquiring more land
but does not request additional funding for the National wildlife
refuge fund.

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION FUND

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, through the North American
Wetlands Conservation Fund, leverages partner contributions for
wetlands conservation. Projects to date have been in 48 States, 10
Canadian provinces, 21 Mexican states and the U.S. Virgin Islands.
In addition to this appropriation, the Service receives funding from
receipts in the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration account from
taxes on firearms, ammunition, archery equipment, pistols and re-
volvers, and from the Sport Fish Restoration account from taxes on
fishing tackle and equipment, electric trolling motors and fish find-
ers and certain marine gasoline taxes. By law, sport fish restora-
tion receipts are used for coastal wetlands in States bordering the
Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, States bordering the Great Lakes,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the freely associated States in the Pa-
cific and American Samoa.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 .........cccceeriiiieriiiirenieeeiee e $39,912,000
Budget estimate, 2002 14,912,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........oooovuiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 45,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........ccccceeiieiiiiiiienie e +5,088,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ..........cccooviiieiiieeeee e +30,088,000

The Committee recommends $45,000,000 for the North American
wetlands conservation fund, an increase of $5,088,000 above the
fiscal year 2001 level and $30,088,000 above the budget request.
Increases above the budget request include $28,884,000 for wet-
lands conservation and $1,204,000 for administration. This pro-
gram is funded under the conservation spending category.

Bill Language is recommended specifying that the increase above
the fiscal year 2001 level is to be devoted to projects in the United
States. The Committee has made this recommendation based upon
the large number of high priority unfunded project applications in
the U.S. in fiscal year 2001 as compared with project applications
from Canada and Mexico.

NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 2000 author-
izes grants for the conservation of neotropical migratory birds in
the United States, Latin America and the Caribbean, with 75 per-
cent of the amounts available to be expended on projects outside
the U.S. There is a three to one matching requirement under this
program. This program is funded under the conservation spending
category.



Appropriation enacted, 2001 .........cccevvieeiiiieiiienieeieeeeee e $0
Budget estimate, 2002 0
Recommended, 2002 ............oooeiviiieiiiiieeeieeeeee et 5,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........ccccoeeiieeiiieeee et +5,000,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........ccccoeviiiiiieniieeeee e +5,000,000

The Committee recommends $5,000,000 for the Neotropical mi-
gratory bird conservation program. This newly authorized program
will provide critically needed resources for conservation of
neotropical migratory birds. The Committee expects the Service to
administer this grant program through the Service’s division of
bird habitat conservation following the model of the North Amer-
ican wetlands conservation program. No new administrative entity
should be established to administer this program. The program
should benefit from the administrative structure already in place
in the division of bird habitat conservation.

MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

This account combines funding for programs under the former re-
wards and operations (African elephant) account, the former rhi-
noceros and tiger conservation account, the Asian elephant con-
servation program, and the great ape conservation program.

The African Elephant Act of 1988 established a fund for assisting
nations and organizations involved with conservation of African
elephants. The Service provides grants to African Nations and to
qualified organizations and individuals to protect and manage crit-
ical populations of these elephants.

The Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 authorized
programs to enhance compliance with the Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) and U.S. or foreign
laws prohibiting the taking or trade of rhinoceros, tigers or their
habitat.

The Asian Elephant Conservation Act of 1997 authorized a grant
program, similar to the African elephant program, to enable co-
operators from regional and range country agencies and organiza-
tions to address Asian elephant conservation problems. The world’s
surviving populations of wild Asian elephants are found in 13
south and southeastern Asian countries.

The Great Ape Conservation Act of 2000 authorized grants to for-
eign government, the CITES secretariat, and non-governmental or-
ganizations for the conservation of great apes.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 $3,243,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ............... 3,243,000
Recommended, 2002 .........cc.ooeeiuiiiiiiiiieeiieeeeee e e 4,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........cccccoeiiiiiiiiiieie e +757,000
Budget estimate, 2002 .... . . +757,000

The Committee recommends $4,000,000 for the multinational
species conservation fund, an increase of $757,000 above both the
fiscal year 2001 level and the budget request. The recommended
funding includes $1,000,000 each for African elephant conservation,
rhinoceros and tiger conservation, Asian elephant conservation,
and great ape conservation. The Committee expects these funds to
be matched by non-Federal funding to leverage private contribu-
tions to the maximum extent possible.
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STATE WILDLIFE GRANTS

The State wildlife grant program provides funds for States to de-
velop and implement wildlife management and habitat restoration
for the most critical wildlife needs in each State. States are re-
quired to develop comprehensive wildlife conservation plans to be
eligible for grants and to provide at least a 25 percent cost share
for planning grants and at least a 50 percent cost share for imple-
mentation grants. This program is funded under the conservation
spending category.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 $49,890,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ..........c..ceevveennnenn. 0
Recommended, 2002 ...........cooooiiiiiieeieeiiiiieeee e 100,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........ccccoeeiiieeiiieeeee et +50,110,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........ccccoeeiiiiiriiiieeee e +100,000,000

The Committee recommends $100,000,000 for State wildlife
grants, an increase of $100,000,000 above the budget request and
$50,110,000 above the amount provided through the fiscal year
2001 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. The fiscal
year 2002 funds are to be distributed to States and territories
through a formula that is based 30 percent on land area and 70
percent on population. Each State or eligible entity must have de-
veloped, or committed to develop by October 1, 2005, a comprehen-
sive wildlife conservation plan that must be approved by the Sec-
retary of the Interior or her designee. These plans are to address
the conservation of each State’s or eligible entity’s full array of
wildlife, but are not expected to address every representative spe-
cies or taxonomic group that may be present. With the preceding
clarification of the “full array” requirement, the Committee believes
that the plan elements identified in the Service’s January 2001
Federal Register notice provide a solid scientific basis for these
plans.

Each State or eligible entity has two years to enter into specific
grant agreements with the Service using fiscal year 2002 funding.
If funds remain unobligated at the end of fiscal year 2003, the un-
obligated funds will be reapportioned to all States and eligible enti-
ties, together with any new appropriations provided in fiscal year
2004.

The method for the distribution of funds, and the conditions asso-
ciated thereto, consolidate the previously appropriated allocation
grant program and the competitive grant program into a single al-
location formula. Under the new program, States are required to
comply with the planning and cost sharing requirements of the
former competitive grants program but are guaranteed an alloca-
tion based on the new formula described above. The Committee is
concerned that these grants result in on-the-ground improvements
for wildlife as soon as possible and has included a requirement that
fiscal year 2002 funds be obligated within 2 fiscal years.

Not more than 3 percent of the appropriated amount may be
used for Federal administration of the program. Administrative
costs for each grantee should also be held to a minimum so that
the maximum amount of funding is used for on-the-ground projects.
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TRIBAL WILDLIFE GRANTS

The tribal wildlife grant program provides funds for wildlife con-
servation grants to Indian Tribes on a competitive basis. A portion
of the funding provided may be set aside to assist tribes in devel-
oping comprehensive wildlife conservation plans. This program is
funded under the conservation spending category.

Appropriation enacted, 2001 $0
Budget estimate, 2002 ....... 0
Recommended, 2002 ....... 5,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 +5,000,000
Budget estimate, 2002 ........ccccoeiiiiiiieiie e +5,000,000

The Committee recommends $5,000,000 for the tribal wildlife
grant program to support cooperative efforts with tribes to address
critical wildlife needs, including, but not limited to, wildlife man-
agement and habitat restoration projects. The Committee expects
the Service to establish criteria for a competitive grant program
and to assist tribes in developing wildlife conservation plans. Cost
sharing is not required but it is encouraged and consideration for
cost sharing should be incorporated into the criteria for the pro-
gram.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

The mission of the National Park Service is to preserve
unimpaired the natural and cultural resources and values of the
national park system for the enjoyment, education, and inspiration
of this and future generations. The National Park Service cooper-
ates with partners to extend the benefits of natural and cultural
resource conservation and outdoor recreation throughout this coun-
try and the world.

The National Park Service, established in 1916, has stewardship
responsibilities for the protection and preservation of the heritage
resources of the National Park System. The system, consisting of
383 separate and distinct units, is recognized globally as a leader
in park management and resource preservation. The national park
system represents much of the finest the Nation has to offer in
terms of scenery, historical and archeological relics, and cultural
heritage. Through its varied sites, the National Park Service at-
tempts to explain America’s history, interpret its culture, preserve
examples of its natural ecosystems, and provide recreational and
educational opportunities for U.S. citizens and visitors from all
over the world. In addition, the National Park Service provides
support to tribal, local, and State governments to preserve cul-
icurﬁlly significant, ecologically important, and public recreational
ands.

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

Appropriation enacted, 2001 .........ccceeviiiiiiniiierieee e $1,386,190,000
Budget estimate, 2002 1,470,499,000
Recommended, 2002 ...........oooevuiiiiieiiieiiieieee e 1,480,336,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2001 ........cccccoeiiiiiiiiieie e +94,146,000
Budget estimate, 2002 .........cccooeiiiiriiiiieiee e +9,837,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:



S
<t

---, (000°2+) €000°2) €000°2) ---
(268'6+) (991 26+) (95’8291 (66%789%°L) (0617'98E°L)
2686+ 991" y6+ oss’ogy’L  66%'0%° L 06L°98¢'L
--- 00}- --- --- 00l
£9L 6L~ 066" L+ 865201 195921 80%"66
00062+ 952’98+ 856’28l 8s6EvE’L 289'982'1
108’ Li* 128122 128°592 025652
0002+ 0002 000°2 ---
5.8'62+ L6l g8y 26L'52% 2es’ssy
LL2'01+ £95°262 £951982 258°'982
698°1€+ 128°81LE 128'21€ 856982
mmmzcox pajoeul 1118 3sanbay pajoeuz
cees-- WOJ} OBUBYY ------ 8331LWWOD  196pNg 1002 A4

(sdejjop Jo spueshoyy ut)

T UOLIBAJOSUOY
***suojjetudoaddy

"ua31sAs )Jed jeuctieN ay3 4o uoliedado ‘jejol

**Apnis ashoyjeoq uvibullJdy
*53500 3ALJBJISIUIWPE 1BUIDIXT

*+=sjuswobeusy ¥Jed ‘)1e3oiqns

ferreneeeaeesaesaesag oddns ied

(sdJo) UOLIBAJESUOY YINOA) UOLIRAJISSUOD
S T

sereeerreSADIALAS JOLLSIA
st dLYSPJIEMI)S 92JN0SAY
juauabeuey Yued



41

The Committee recommends $1,480,336,000 for the operation of
the National Park System for fiscal year 2002, an increase of
$94,146,000 above the 2001 level and an increase of $9,837,000
above the budget request. The Committee has redirected
$21,963,000 in the budget request and appropriated an additional
$9,837,000 to provide $28,000,000 in operational increases for the
units of the National Park System, $500,000 for Vanishing Treas-
ures, $500,000 to continue the Business Plan initiative and
$2,800,000 for upgrading the telecommunications systems.

The Committee has included most of the budget request includ-
ing an increase of $20,000,000 to continue the Natural Resource
Initiative, $15,703,000 for the Repair/Rehabilitation program,
$1,200,000 for bison monitoring at Yellowstone National Park and
$1,067,000 for the structural fire initiative.

Resource Stewardship.—The Committee recommends
$318,827,000 for resource stewardship, an increase of $31,869,000
above the 2001 level and $6,500,000 above the budget request. In-
cluded in this amount are increases above the 2001 level of
$3,047,000 for the Everglades CERP, $20,000,000 to continue the
Natural Resource Challenge, $1,200,000 for bison monitoring at
Yellowstone National Park, $6,000,000 for park increases, $500,000
for Vanishing Treasures and $4,248,000 for uncontrollable ex-
penses. Programmatic decreases include a reduction of $931,000 for
streamlining and $2,194,000 for Everglades research.

Visitor Services.—The Committee recommends $297,543,000 for
visitor services, an increase of $10,711,000 above the 2001 level
and $9,000,000 above the budget request. Included in this amount
are increases above the 2001 level of $1,067,000 for the structural
fire initiative, $9,000,000 for park increases and $3,315,000 for un-
controllable expenses. Programmatic decreases include a reduction
of $1,673,000 for streamlining and $998,000 for the 2001 Presi-
dential Inaugural.

Maintenance.—The Committee recommends $483,197,000 for
maintenance, an increase of $29,875,000 above the 2001 level and
$8,000,000 above the President’s request. Included in this amount
are increases above the 2001 level of $500,000 for PMIS support,
$15,703,000 for Repair/Rehabilitation, $1,531,000 for the facility
management software system, $2,656,000 to continue facility condi-
tion assessments, $8,000,000 for park increases and $8,299,000 for
uncontrollable expenses. Programmatic decreases include a reduc-
tion of $1,820,000 for streamlining and $2,994,000 for maintenance
management/condition assessment transfer. Within the increase

rovided for repair and rehabilitation, the Service should provide
§400,000 for Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore and $300,000 for
Great Smoky Mountains National Park.

Park Support.—The Committee recommends $271,371,000 for

ark support, an increase of $11,801,000 above the 2001 level and
55,500,000 above the budget request. Included in this amount are
increases above the 2001 level of $650,000 for financial audits,
$5,000,000 in park increases, $500,000 for business plans and
$7,045,000 for uncontrollable expenses. Programmatic decreases in-
clude a reduction of $1,193,000 for streamlining, $200,000 for the
Apostle Island Wilderness Study and $100,000 for the Arlington
Boathouse Study.
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External Administrative Costs.—The Committee recommends
$107,398,000 for external administrative costs, an increase of
$7,990,000 above the 2001 level and a reduction of $19,163,000
below the budget request. Included in this amount are increases
above the 2001 level of $2,800,000 for bandwidth needs and
$5,190,000 for uncontrollable expenses. The Committee has in-
cluded bill language, which directs that the U.S. Park Police pen-
sion costs be considered mandatory spending in fiscal year 2003
and thereafter.

U.S. Park Police.—The Committee has included bill language
under the operations account which would correct a problem cre-
ated by the fiscal year 2001 language limitations that preclude the
use of operations funds for any U.S. Park Police costs except for
emergencies and maintenance of administrative space. Some parks
have used the USPP to cover special events and have reimbursed
the police for unbudgeted costs for overtime and travel. Although
this is not done extensively, it is often the most cost effective way
of providing for the safety and security of the public attending spe-
cial events.

Business Plans.—The Committee continues to be encouraged by
the effort the Service is making, with the assistance of the National
Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA), on the development of
business plans over the last three years. Many of the superintend-
ents that have participated in the business plan process describe
it as providing a variety of financial management benefits and the
Committee agrees.

NPCA and its partners have indicated that their commitment to
support this effort during the developmental phase will end this
year. The Committee has included $500,000 to fund the staff and
support costs needed in the Office of the Comptroller to develop a
process that will allow all parks to complete a business plan docu-
ment. These plans should provide the means to streamline other
management process requirements, including strategic planning,
GPRA reporting, and budget tracking. The funds should be used to
integrate these processes to minimize the burden on park areas of
redundant and overlapping systems.

The Committee is seriously considering channeling additional
operational increases to parks that not only complete the business
plans but fully use them in the day-to-day management of the park
units. In order to measure progress in this area, all parks with
business plans should report to the Comptroller and the National
Leadership Council no later than March 1, 2002, on the level to
which they have implemented these plans. The Committee will
carefully review each park unit’s progress.

Backlog Maintenance /Recreation Fee.—The Committee com-
mends the Administration’s commitment to eliminate serious back-
log maintenance in our National Park System. This Committee has
demonstrated its support to this effort by channeling over $1 billion
additional dollars over the last five years through various funding
sources including repair/rehabilitation, cyclic maintenance, housing
replacement, major construction, and the Recreational Fee Dem-
onstration Program, created through this bill in fiscal year 1996.

The Committee supports the Administration in focusing in-
creases from various sources on eliminating both the operational
and maintenance backlogs of the park units while limiting the es-
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tablishment of new or expanded initiatives to critically important
areas such as the Natural Resource Challenge.

The Administration’s fiscal year 2002 budget includes a directive
to dedicate $100,000,000 of the Recreational Fee money to backlog
maintenance. While the Committee agrees that attaining the Ad-
ministration’s goal of eliminating serious backlog maintenance over
the next four years will require dedication of several different fund-
ing sources for this purpose, the Committee does not agree with
strictly mandating that a specific portion of recreation fee money
be set aside for several reasons. First, this may be an impossible
goal for some parks that have little deferred maintenance on which
to spend their fee money. Second, in establishi